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o PART I .

INTRODUCTION

%

» ) >

Do early childhood idtervention ptograms have a significant, long-’

1asting impact on low-income children’ Head Start was buily/on the

.

assumption that early education, parental involvement, and the provision

of medical and social sernices could enable children of low~income

—parents to do as well in school as their biddle—class peers and to thus

be able to leave the ranks of the poor. ~Based on this premise, a vast

array of programs apd curricula emerged. The age of children at entry
H .

into programs, the)length of intervention, the settings, the teachers, .
- A

and the.materials employed all varied in a flood St new -programs for

low-income children anL‘their parents.

; A few years ago, critics began'to'attack‘the effectiveness of
Head Start and, indeed, of early education in general. They claimed

that such programs have no lasting effect on children's IQ, and that any .

(4
.

B » .
effects at all fade out within the first year or two of formal school-

ing. "With sufficient numbers of program children now in’ their later

years of childhood and adolescence, it hds now' becofie possible to take

»

stock of the actual outcomes of - children who participated in infant and

-~ \ ) !
4 N

-

)
' ]
.

preschool prbgrams.

This report summarizes the findings of fourteen longitudinal

'
\

studies’ f low-income children who participated in experimental infant

and preschool programs’ over the past decade and a half. It was .

‘




-t
conducted as a, collaborative effor7 by a dozen !nvestigators, “the

Consortium on Dévelopmental Cohtiquity, who agreed to'collect common

follow—up data in 1976 77 to be reanalyzed and compated by a single,.
- ' \
outside group. This "analysis, spOnsored by the Educhtion Commission

of the States and supported by the Officé of Child Development (DHEW);
e, / 3
was o!ﬁénized and supervised by Dr. Irving'Lazar of Cornell Univeriiig.

.o

We believe that the'findings in this feport now leaye_no reasenable

‘ ° . »

doubt that in the main,eprograms'which had deliberate cognitive

= C
curriculd had a significant long-term éffect on stheol performance.

.

The izﬂdings are both too conservative in the methods of data arfalysis

. . ] .

from Ahich they emerge and too dramatic in their consistency and size,

for the main eﬁfects they found to be spurious.‘ The demonstration thﬁt
. w7 * .

'iavestments ip early education have long-term benefits\that are both

. Y B
humane and fiscal cannct help but quell the doubts that have effectively

. o
. [
frozen such investments for almost a decade.

-

t,
The programs involved in this Consortium were conducted completely

~_1ndependently of one anothetr, mostly during the early and mid 1960's:

\'

They were carried out across the cduntry, 1 urban and rural afﬁas, in

the northeast, the south,‘and the midwest. The low—ineome children who
- ' ‘

were enrolled in these programs now range from nine to-eighteen'years of
+ .

-

age.

This Consortium of ihvestigators realized that they had a unique

-
L]

accumulation of informatiqn. What their studies had in common, and
N ' . ‘ .
what made them worthy of further analysis, was the care with which they

were conducted. All were'carefully planned from the start, with

-

F
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. rigd}ous st4ff training, constant program gupervision, periodic evaIua;'
S ‘ - ¢ :
tion, and at least some’follow—up of the children involved.‘ They had
., . . . - ¢ %
explicit and standard intervention programs, so that the content of

. - the child's experience could be specified In order to enable later -
$ssessment of the effects of dntervention measures” had been made of

L] . -
the children s abilit1es before the programs started. Moreover, the

-

studies had’ allowed for scientific analysis of the effectiveness of .

- , i '

, their reszective programs by selecting éither controls-—children drawn

3

L]
inc advance from the same p%pulation who d&id not participate in the ‘
! L ¢ . . 8 ° *
. ’ . : ,
pragrams-+or compari§on,groups. - '

L

a

. The children who parLicipated in the studiis generallv were from

’

low—inconﬁ‘families who were eligible for'some‘t;pe of’ federal\\ssistance“

3
. When they ntered the studies they rariged in age’from three months to

4

five years} They were predominantly black (87%); rfhe average level L.

’of their mathers' education was tén and a half years; 40% did'not_havé

a father in|their homes; and 51% had three or more siblin Sa:
wn;ksee Table l) %
/

'may be grouped bz,deiivery system into&tyree categories. "Center-based
. A *4“‘%%

The s udies from which the data presented here were dr

1 . N »

.

studies provided nursery school type programs with varying degrees of
R ] . o
2 structure in the program curriculum. Instructioh usually took place

in small gfoups but in some. cases-was on a one—to—one basis. Parengs - 3

- f '
were kept informed about the programs, visited them and observed them," /
» Yoo
but were usually not actively inVolved in tHe day—to—day educational program.’j'
. . N .‘ 3 h
. , ’ . ¢ |
. / . . . : . N ) . o0

\\\\\~
{

-

<
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” Table 1: Summary of Studies - Y . o
. . X , .
, a PRINCIPAL. - : Y TYPE OF . ‘ < T .
. PROGRAM L INVESTIGATOR t  LOCATION DELIVERY SYSTEM AGE AT INTERVENTION , YEARS OF PROGRAM )
he Philadelphia *- |Dr. Kuno Beller Philadelphia center-based | - 4-6.- ' ‘early '60's
Project ° . S : \ . ' i
nstituse for De- Dr.'s Martine& Harlem center-based 4-8 late '5Q's
elopmental Studies | Cynthia Deutsch ' : 5 ’ edrly '60's
The lsar"ent Dr. Ira Gordon’ northern home-based 3mo = 3 . mid '60's ¢ .
Educatiod Program ‘ Florida | . ' ' )
The Early Training Dr. Susan Gray. Murfreesboro or | combination 445 _ early '60's
Project . : o Columbia, "Tenn. ’ v v ) . '
The Family-Oriented | Dr. Susan Gray. NasByille, Tenn. | home-based - 0, 1 P '-\J ‘early 'M's -
Home Visitor Program . . = . o . . v .
Curriculum .| Dr, Merie Karies " Champaign - center-based 4 . mid 'éo’é,
Comparison Study - ) Urbana ,*l. B : :
The Mother-Child Dr. Phyllis' " | Long Islahd " home-Rased 2-3 ~ late '60's .
Home ‘Program ., Levenstein * L - earif !70'5
b . . » ! . « T~
Experimental . | Dr., Louise Miller- | <Leuisville, Ky. center-based 4 , mid 60's ’
Variation of Head * . ] combination ¢ )
Start Curryicula L ‘ . - )
v v B N » N
Harlem Training Dr. Franmk Palmer Harlem qenter%ased 2«3 mid 60's .
Project: -, - L , C . .
Perry Preschool Dr. Dé\.r:[d Weikart Ypsilanti, combination 3-4 . early '6Q's
Project , | e “{ Mich,
—~ N M R . . 1 ’
CurriculumDemon~ Dr. David Weikart Ypsilanti, combination 4 ' » | mid 60's,
stration Prgject oo "« | Mich. A , )
Carnegie Iafant .- Dr. David Weikart Ypsilanti, & ) hofe-baspd Jmo~2 *late *60's .
Program E Mich. . - e
Micro-Social | Dr. Myron Woolman Vineland, N.J. ) center-based 45 late '60's &
Learning System . ) . . ’
Head Start & Follow |Dr. Edward Zigler | ‘New Haven, Conn. | center-based ; 5 mid '60's <
Through New Haven - ‘ . . '
Study ' : ‘ ) —
- ‘ - .“ I d
ll \ - ) ] . -
Y Q o ( * ' ) ‘G
' ‘ ‘ . -_ ; ‘ * .




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

-

‘programigrin others it _had a more general content. =’

Homeebased studies directed theif educationaI efforts primarily
AR

.

toward the parent, uSually the mother, as the major instrument of change

t

and influence in the child's life. Actiyities, toys, 4nd’ games were:

brought to the famfly home by a parent/educa ‘ visitor, who

- I

trained the mother to use’ the activitge/ﬁand e her child's

.

4 . :
development through parent—child ihteractiOn. Ail of these programs °*

N B .

dealt with children under four years of _age, ~ i , '

The third group of. studies combined these gpproaches, providing

‘ - - Y

a center—based nursery school. program coupled with a,perigdic home

s

visit ;i.n which both the parent and child were- involved.. In some pro’ams

the emphasis during the, hpme vis was closely related to the‘center

.
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A

. )‘ .
*
. . o« . R
Data.for this study were collected in two stages.' First, the
- Y R ! ‘ ) -

orié&nel data on individual, children, collected independentiy by the . -

. »

projepgs p}ior to their becoming involved in the Consq{tium, were dupli-

cated and sent, to thHe central office. This original data included .any

-

L]

1qQ, acﬁieQemenE, or othet psychological test data blus demographic

information.;/Secona, egth'projecf collected current followsup data

ugqﬁizing common forms'developed by the Consortium. Theae/fncluded

.
L

tHe age-appropriate Wechsler Intelligence Test.*

0 field-based iFUdY of real people can meet the design criteria

,0f a laboratory experiment. Each of these*étudies,“singly, cdn be

"a‘pé}ent int rview, a youth interview, school- recdord and achievement "test,

criticized by those criteria, since real- children and real'communitiqs < &

K N ’

do not lend themselves to rigorous control. .In looking across these

studies it is clear that the "oefects" of any one of them are not

¢
-
. \

present in the others. Consistency of findings :%ross stuaies(is a

clear demonstratfion of their>vhlidity regardless of differences in their

7

design. 1In 'a sense we are looking at indepdndeht tests of the same

. L )
hypotheses. There are virtually no other examples of so many-fully
, . by

independent tests -of a single tentral hypothesis, conducted over so

long a period in contemporary social science and brought together TE

Y
.

-

. * Several of the| analyses reported here are based on some, rather than’

all fourggen of the, Consortium studiés. This is due fo a number of
factors, including incomplete data collection at the /time ‘of these
analyses, differences in sample selection, and, noncomparability of
original datarfor some variables. ]-q

\

1K g ' .. .
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N 3
A 1
’ ' v
- . .

ﬁgrms of comparable data, as are’represented by thé‘projects in this-

-

Consortdum, Q{?ther, our choices in data and treatment options have been

consisténtly conservative and these choices have minimgized .our findings.

R .
~

AN

\
‘ A [

3 . Ta

A. Problems 9; Secondary Analysis .

¢

*., Th?s report essentiall& constitutes a secondary analysis of the

L

. . ] .
data from.the Consortium mémbers' projects. This is true even though
LY .

. thé 1976~77 data were collected spedifiéally‘for this analysis, since

the desigi of the prpjects had been'aeté}mined prior tQ the collectién
b o - . Lo

> . <
! -

of these data. . J!' A N ) -
' < j .

~

.
. .
>
-

The most basic.Broblem of secondary aﬂalysis in general is that:

the’ analysis uses data in a manner for whfcb thky wére not originally .

-

igtended. X prime example of this {s the'importance‘of the Stanford- ‘

LY

Binet IQ scores in this ﬁnalysis. This fési was used by the original

" B Y ' -
projects -as one of~Eanz measures of program effectiveness. However, since
L .

"’Q}.&W.,_ % o

. '

L]

thé Binet was the test used by more projects than any other, it assumes

a much greater importance in the current analysis than if had in the

original ahalyses by the iqﬁividual'projects. )

’

“

A-second problem bf.seCOndary teseargh is that the questions which

can be posed are limited by gjge dah\which have alreadir been collected.
. A ’ » - . .
Ong simply cannot ask whether early education affects social s¥ills in

. the second gradg unleés the bfojécts measuEed social skills at that time.

¢

This problem is made more complex—by\fhe fact, that the projeétgwwere !
3 < . .

Gonducted'indepenﬂently; and, hence, the chances wete slim that most
F 4

projects would have independently collected the same measure at the
S . - .
same time.

-
k3

g

>
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‘A khirﬂ prbblgmzih thaf the eiperimental designs of these studies

! teT ' o . R

were' different:, so that comparisons of the programs are always tenuols.

6 sécggaaé;ggEEEZi}s does not give as directly usefgl information as
al - s "'y i ‘

., would a~ca§pfu11y desigmed experiment of the same size. However,

LI LY . . )
secbpdary §na1yses can point out, critical variables to be studied in

. - * ‘1’ . . >
future redearch, and can serve as a valid_guide to policy and program
- : F ¢ - ) ‘ - ' ".; . N
ﬂdesign. LT e ' \’_ oL
. ’ - ) ’ > ) . - * *

LI N of . . .

N 3 »
* B. Problems of Longitudinal Research -

L4 .
¥ i .
[N ‘ . -
X
.

. D ’ . . . K
’ Since this report follows the same subjects over a number of years,

f » ‘

" it is also subjgcffzﬁ the'problems involved in lengitudinal research.

. ¢
‘ >

Longitudinal .data provide Ehe most valid and direct way of.assessing .
¥ e , N

_the“pbgnitivé, social, emotional,iand familigl outcomes of pfograms

éof ydung children. Scientifically uéeful‘lqﬁgitudinal'data are also

e '

v y = . -
the mobst diffiéﬁlt to obtain, and such .research is the most difficult
. Mo v ay o
’ to design and maintain. 5 .
-7 ) v

4

a

. . ] .
The most basic hazard in longitudinal Yeseaych is that of attrition,-

-~

-i.e., the loss o{ subjegts over time due tq .death, inapili;y to be
Llocated;’refusal to participate any Yonger, etc. Almost %;K ittritidﬁ
° , L
has beip due to simple inability to find subjects who,havp_movéa.g'The
: . y

most complep%,attrition"ana1y8es haVe been.done on a set ?f“éix projects

invoiving bpéroximately 600 subjects.  Among these subjects, only
! - : ¢ » " ' ¢ . &

twenty-two parehts~and eighteen. youths ref&sed to be interviewed.
} 5 o .

2

"have looked ‘foredifferences.between lost subjects and othér ;ubjeéﬁgiﬁp

veral variables -- SES, mother's education, apé/fretest/}& -- and have

/ ‘ ¥
* - B . "
. . ’ " . ¥ e
. ’ - . M .
- N r
’
¢ B B * . .- hd
v
.
' .

b



found no significant differenéés. Howevér, analyses on attrition are

Jcontinuing, esppcially analyses on differentiai kinds of attrition

between the experimental and control groups.
Another_problem of longitudinal analysis is that of test-retest

i effects,.i e., the fact" that the very act of taking an initial test

o

may affect the scores of the second test\\\This eﬁfect is controlled .

for to a certain extent by comparing the program children oniy to their .

. S
' H -

H . L
, % controls rather than using*a comparison of program posttest -to program
!
. ~ o . . -

2 E

pretest ag a measures of success.*
t >

C. Sample Selection

A discussien of sample selection involves three distinct.qpestipnsé ‘
1. What are the sources of the subjects?

',

2. What selection criteria were used to choos€ subjects from

5o 7
F oy

those sources? : o .

LN 8

What procedures were'used for assigning children to program -

f
or control groups? ) >

Most ‘oj.eets ‘recruited their subjects from the general community

Ztypically, a well-defined nef;hborhood) Two projects (Palmer and

Gordon) recruitedigheir shbjects'from.hospital birth records." OnejproBect.

(Woolman) included children referred by the school district because they
“ LY . *

<

here considered to be children at risk.

.

* While it is highly unlikely that test retest effects could have been
meaningful given the typical length pf #tervention in these studies,

this. more conservative treatment approach was selelted tg—-avedd even

that soyrce of uncertainty. ’

«
t At
-

. -
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2. The selection «criteria va‘ried cc;nsiderjably from project ﬁto- project.
All but one (Woolman) used’ some ‘3ort of SES criteria; only one (Palmer)
specifically attempted to include middle-class children in the sample.u ; I ,
Many projects specified health criteria to elihinate children w,ith
organic impairments. Three prpjects. specified IQ Cutof‘fs, contributi‘ng -
to 'dif'fe,rencwes ’between projects“gon pretest IQ distributfons. . L. ’. .
3. Assignment of children to program and tontrol groups i?, a
-partiCularly knotty problem in intervention research. The experimental

Jdeal of &random assignment to program and controi groups is often *? L

- . . ‘e 1‘

4

e

-unattainable in real-life settings, as a consequence of bot,h ethical V/
i and practical concerns. On the Othe}' ha*nd, quasi—experimental" studies - ‘ .
v o« . . '
. ih'wh‘ich\éompariscln groups are constructed by ,matching on Variables ) -
' Such as SES and pret:est'IQ can' produce se,riously mislea’ding results. . . )
. vy, - ~ PR “"'--.~.‘

A . . In general, the projects includ'edql-n this report came closer to .
1 . LI . P . - B . L ;‘5
. .

' . true e){perimental desigms than Vi‘s typical in this sort o.f'researo'h.

Y

o ' However, thér%a v..ras consider’able variation from project to project.,,

Several (Gray, Gordon Welkart,/and Palmer) closely approximated true .

l

. ‘ random ‘assignment. Othersjevenstein, Miller and Zigler) would. more

- - g

. . N . i

accurately be called qlfasi experiments One (Karnes) had no control
¢ . ‘

“* group. “One (Woolman) had «a ~comparison group \which differeiubstantially -
from/t:rher program group in, terms of selectibn triteria, andt‘ the Miller"

control group,.constructed from a differept ‘population source} was . .

*

v . . . :
" found after the fact to be poorly matched with her experimental gtroup.

" The analyses reported ‘here . took. such difjerences’into account and were
' . v ’ - ) ’ N bd 0
generally conducted in a conservative mgnner (that is, in a manner which . | .
. . . w V. ‘ . . ' .
4 ~ h : -~ . »
minimized the chadces of oBtaining spu_riotgs experimental-control . .
. » - L M

. R . 3
Ve . . . ,I‘. .
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differences); For £xam le, the pdoling of. results (e g., iIn the special .
* o . N 1 oo \ R 3
. education aUal es) was e separately for experimental and quasi- . ?@i
»
g experimentél studies in or er to insure that the findings would stand 3
.o ! v - . / — “ ),
. up if only the most rigoroﬁs y designed programs were considered.
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s \ ANALYSIS OF PROGRAM AND CONTROL DIFFERENCES S
IN COGNITIVE FUNCTIONING*

¢ A\ hd
. #
.
® )

Does the’evidence indicate that .early educdtion improves the.atademic
v (4 N * . ‘ i

performance of low-income children?_’Our analyses indicate a positive .
. .

’

answer to this question. The aﬁalfées show tharfthe program children .

~

were net assigned to special education classes as often as their coppari--
. ) T, . . o

g <
son groups and the program childten were held bagk in school lass often

- - J

- than their comparison groups. In additionm, the Stanford Binet I€ data

-

Obviously, actual achievement is-a better 'measure than'a predictive

. T . . .
collected-earlier indicate that the program children suypass their con-

e i}

‘trols for at 1east three years after the end of the progra phe follow—

. .
v ’
.

ing sections discuss these analyses. . \

'o
- .
' "‘s .
d Pd Phtd
’ A , s
.‘

A. . Analysis of Asgighment £o Specigl Education and of Reteption

L . Ll
. - -

t . . * ’
) L] .

» . 5

¥ 5
f B

' . ‘ ! § . >
Intelligence %ests are deSigned to predict academic achievement.

%

¥

" instrument. In this settion we examine two indicatoré of actual échobl

performance.o aé31gnment to special education, and reteéntion (grade

-~ . ‘0‘

" failyre). The advantage,of~using thesevtwo outcomes as meaSqre& of

’

effectiveness of early education prograé; is that they ‘are concrete

. and stfihgent indicators of whether a child has performed acceptably

S .

1 4

9 -

1 ' 1 . -

within his or her educational institution. < ‘ ’ N

The use of these outcome measures, however, does have a drawback '
P

. : L .

in that both outcomes arejaffected by ‘the bdlicies of the individual

o L4

. f . P .
. 3 )
. L .

———
! [y “ -

* Due to differences in sample assignment procedure, ¢omparisdns betﬁeen
program apd control are made. individually for each project; data are not
pooled across projects. Rather . the overall evidence is evaluated by
pooling the stgnificance }evels from the individual program—codtrol
comparisons. This technique 1is found in Darlington Richard, Radicals
and Squares, Logan Hill Press, Ithaca, NY 1975,

A [ ‘ .
. . B
e ) . 20 ' N
.
.. J

~
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states and school. districts. While thé éubjects were originally liwing

' 1 4

i . , . ,
( in a very small number of communities, by the time of this follow-up

S . PR =

they had attended several hundred different schools. Although &e do not,

have information on the distribution of promotioh policies or the rela-

L v

¢ £

tivé availability of speqial education clagses in most of these school

. . '

. districts, we are assuming that with so ‘large a' number they are repre= °

[}
. \

gentative of the national situation, about which some informétion'is

T ~availab,le. Tn addition, since both special‘education and grade failure

- . . 8 .
are methods for dealing with children who do not meet minimal school

/ . "
Y . - . &
. requiremerfts, .the two may' overlap somewhat as outcomes. - .
’ . -, . . e - .
' 1. Placedent i4 Specjal Education . - R T

The combfned edidence from, five projécts which looked at wﬁéther

4 v

the children had been assigned to special education classes presents .

>~ ) . .
» strong evidence that early educatjon for low*incdme ‘children significantly
. r . . .

-~

teduted the number of children'assigned’to sﬁecia} education (see Figures

[ ‘
1 4 . ‘.
.

1 and 25.* : , .

& ' ) . . - -
It is important to note that the projects with the most nearly

)
- -
.

/ - ‘ - - R
' random’ procdedures for assigning child{en to program or control groups
“ . r. .

.

, had, in\gqural,‘the most impressive results. The Gordon, Gray, and

Vo ~ .
Weikag; projects had_thgﬁgyst stringent sample assignment procedures . .
' e s S ; .
(most Eloseiyuapproximaging an experimental design).- Gordgg's,project

t
-

showed 9.?% Srogram children in special educagion compared to 30.0%
control; Gray's, 2.8% program to 29.4% coéntrdl; and Weikart's 13.8%

, - B -

progfram to 27.7% control. The only project in Jhidh a program advantage -was
y - . .
. - N v ’ . ' .
T ‘not found,‘ﬂille5§s, had a‘ponexperimental procedure for creating a
‘ control group dye to the fact that the project_was pfimanily congerned
L N :
~l ", » ..’ . . . .
—— . - .
I-. l. = . /’: d ' - -
* The pooled sigrificance level (two tailed).is less than .0002.
., . ' . . .

. f ..% T -
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1‘




. i .
. ‘ . . -14- ) , N
‘ -

- -

.
> »

Figure 1: Pércent of i’rogram and_Control Children in Special Education T

* v

Percent . . : ‘
M . * . H '\;ﬁu‘

Contrpl

Program E '

0 .
Totals " . Gordon - Gray Heikart  Levenstein  Miller N
Program Children 64 ' . 36 . -58 69 93
Control Children -~ 20. 17 . 65 .23 . 16
Significance .052 . .017 .096 - .004 .689
) Pooled Significance Level p=<.0002 (two-tailed) ’

Figure 2: - Percentage Reduction in Children in Special Education

’
*
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with comparing different curricula rather than comparing program

]
i

children with those who had not‘received any program.

3 Figure 2 shows the percentage reductioﬁ in“children in special

educhtion for these projects. For examplﬁé the Gordon control group

v o
- data suggest that thirty out of every,100 children in sa7p1es such as

theirs will be assigned to special education if they are not- placed

: 4
in an early interventionm program. In contrast,’cheir_intérvention

" ' ! "
program reduced that figure to' 9.4 per 100. Thus their intervention
4 . N 4 -

reduced the nufiber of children assigned to special education by 697

['(30-9.4)/30]. The percentage reductions range from 50.5Z;on Weikart's

'project to 90.5% on Gray's, with the Miller data providing an exception
) 4
as mentioned-. above. Although the sample size for any individual project

is rafher smai, certainly these data provide c1ear4snd strong evidence
1% ) .
for thg atgument that supporting early education programs pays off

The tost of teaching a child in special educatjon classes is sub-

- stantially more than if he or she could perform acceptably in the
__— .. - s
normal classroom, to say nothing of the trauma to the child of being

’ - . -~
-
-

labeled slow or reEarded._ . ‘

2. Grade Retention

;

Data from seven projects comparing the percentége of program versus

control children held back in grade once or more present evidefic& that

. -

early education can have an effect on whether or not children are

retained in grade -(see Figures 3 and 4).

One shoufﬁ first note that the percent of control children‘helé“

.
-

bhgt in grade varies far more among projects than does the percent of

v .

control,children piaced in special education. Our data do not provide

i

S

B
p

'S

-




Fi;é\:;é 3. Percent of Program and Control ‘Childrén Held Back a Grade
Percent / ° o ‘ '
80 f

LY

‘
. .

|

Totals ﬂ(;ordon G:%% Palmer. Weikaré Levenstéin Miller Zigler
Program Children 70 131 58 . , 68 105 79

Cortrol Childrem 21 iz a2 65 23 18 65
Significance - ,920° .569 .001 .226 .984 .555 ' .570

-5. - Pooled Significance Level p=¢. 048 {two-tailed)

Figure 4:Percentage Reduction in Children Held Back in Grade

i
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a clear explanation for this. . However, one might speculate tisat it dould

4.

standard'procedufés, sometimes mandated by state law, promotion
. 1

’ .

and retention in §rade are in large measure a matter of school district -
N policy. Some districts encourage 'socialfgromp;ion,' fér.example, while .
-+ == ".others discourage it.

" Second, the longer a‘child has been in sghool, the
‘-_ more likely it becomes that she/he will havé been retained at least once.
This is reflected in our' data; the projects which currentily have older,

. ; i
! samples are generally those with the highest percentage of children

(control and experimental) who have been retained. , e

R
-
o

. In all but one study, there was a greater percemtage of failures QQ. .

13

among the control than among the program children. When the results for

seven\pzpjects are pooled statistically, the-difference is significant

at the 17 level of* confidence. The same is true if one combines only - o

.

the results of the four projects most closely apprdximatiﬁg true -

[
N N . ; E .
efLeriments (Palmer, Gordon, Gray and Weikart). Thus aTthough the

< L

evidence is not.so dramatic as it is for special* education; the overall 1
® N i .
data do.demonstrate that early education can reduce the ratet of failure

for lowincome childrén. ‘

i : _ . &
i

L]
33 The Micro-Social Learning System

i . b
. WOolqap's Micro-Social Learqing System ?g discussed separately due E .

t? thé qature)of its control érqu. The sub%ects in Woolman'sqsample - ‘ ’ f iﬁ
were originally selected because they’werel%onsidered to be high-risk . é :

students. That is tgey were chosen for the %roject because, they had

%
. . L
K characteristicg usually associated with latet failuge in sghool. The i

-
(

4

1 ‘ i
L '
A
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original study did not compare the high—risk program children with a

contmiol group because a 1argefnoug‘n control gnoup of h1gh—risk

.children s&wm& not exist

1arge,1y from a lof-income, Hispanic backgtound were compared with the

Rather, the program childr.eu, who were

genera1 school population, whil!l gd middle class chifdren as well as

¢ - -
lower class children. ' ’

Two comparisons v‘ver,eqt'hen made:. program children to the :;andom
sample of the genéral school popdlatldﬁ, and Spanlsh—;qrnamed program

. . -
children to a random sample of\Spanlsh—8urnamed children in- the general
" The results are i?npressiv_e.

2

school populaté. Even though the program

‘children cS‘ﬁstituted the high—risk population of the school dlstrict,h

they were retained no more often than the general school populatifon.

- -~ )

Furthermoreka;.ﬂsignificantly lower percentage of the Spanish—surnamed
~ . -

program children wexe held back than Spanish surnamed _childre: Ain general

-

(32.8% program compared with 62.{% control). ' .

The Micro-Social findings on the effec?/éf ~the program on,  grade
. - ’ '
retention, then, are quite impressive because they indicate 4hat, having

v

- had such an early intervention program, high—riek children_ were able

.

-

to meet the minj@school requirements as well as the general ;school

- Py

. population

-

-

‘The special educatlon data do not show ws strong an’ effect. '

There is, however, a fairly marked difference that is close to statistical

7

significance (p= < .066) when program children are compared to the-general

schoal population in their assignment to special reducation .

4. Summary of Special Education and Grade Retention Results

In sum, then, the data as a whole present ‘very 'strong. evidence.

“
. o - . ~

" that early educatio—njtfr\low-income children improves. their ability to

5
e ‘ ’ " A
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‘meet the minimal_;equirements of the schools they enter This can consist

-

yD

of either Teducing the probability of being assigned to special education

A2

clas’ses or of. reducing the probability of being he”ld back in grade. Thus, )

it qppears that early education can result in cost savings by .reducing .

. ® .

the rateF of assignme‘nt.; ,speciaﬁ. edt_lcation and/-or ‘the rate Tofs grade - Y

S

failure. More importantly, t~he're is now evidence .that ‘early education

“ can inprove the probability that low-income children will be able to
. ’ ' . -

V perform aceeptably in school-and not becdme labeled as faﬁ:ure:s,, .
' - . . 4“ ld r -) ' ‘(v‘ﬁ 70"~ T —
“ ' ) AN s ) T
. . -
B. Analysis of Stanford—Binet .1Q Scores . '

- ' . “\ ) .

.o y -
- . Fa

A second step o‘f_trhese analyses.uses the Stanford-Binet IQ data,*

-

collected independently by most of ‘the projects over & number of years,

.

¢ - ‘,
to answer the question of whether.the programs increased the average IQ scores .
» - 4 -
il : : : ' T,
. of- the-children relative to a control group.- At the time the Pprograms
¢ - 5 : P
began, pretests conducted on the. children showed ne-signiffcant IQ . : ;

R

.di‘fferénces betwe“en those who were to receive fhe program and the controls. . ‘

Comparisons of the mean posttest IQS for the program and control groups', '

-

2

. were .made for eac’h proj ct. When t..he vscores were grouped by length f

-

time dfter the end ‘of the “program and the s‘ignificance levels were pooled,

v , ies

the. e\i‘ience showed thét arly education can produce signifi-caht L o
— . - - E LI e T (

— - %

&
F M )

\\*q;he Stanford- Binet was, chosen for this analysis because it was the test

st- commonly used by the Consortium p‘roject& ar@ because it has Had a

ony In ysing. the Binet in this ‘analysis,

we are employing a very stﬁ ;{5} erfon’of Suctegs for the@ projects, oo

all of which used many othe‘r "s‘gfevaluate their programs. Each Y

projett could have dchieved- a\gj.gni a‘nt improvement in the abilities L.

toward which it was aimed witho@u’. having evidencded a significant charfle ~

in the Binet score. Thereforega failure to- mptove the Binet IQ cannot

be taken ag a failure of a prograg'tojgaccompltsh its goals. On the -

, = other hand, the successapf a project in improving IQ scores means that it )
has accomplished at leaX' one goal which our society de‘etqsdn'portant'.. . .

fairly large scale standardgz

. B . . . - ' !
' N .~ ) 1 " . . .
‘ . [ 27 4N,
: . . . * .
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- increases in.IQ (over a control group) Which last for up to three years

after the chiid leaQés‘the progréﬁ (éee;Fiéure 5). Although tha difference ;
decreases.over time, it does mot do so as immediately as had béen previpusly

claimed by critics of early intervention. , -
~C. Analyéis of Wechsler S '

t ) P

-

s As part hfythekcurrent follow-ap, Wechsler Intelligence Tests were

a

~admiﬁistered'by‘the projects. Based on the regults of five'oﬁ~thg‘Projects,
it appears that the éffect of early education on IQ,. although shown to

last several years, is probably not permanéntr Only in the projects with’
. ST T N , )

s
2

. the yqungest children (nine hnd‘tWeive~yﬁar§\old) were the scores signifi-

——
B — .

-

i cantly’ greater for the program group. However, in no pro5EEt‘WEre\thQ\\\\\\\M\\N\\ .

controis'significgntly higher than the program children.
Taken as a wholé, the IQ data refute two hypotheses:‘

v . } (l) the Hypothe51s that early é?ucatlon has only a short lived effect
-~ .’
: 7’
¢n IQ scores (i.e., that 3uch programs basically train children’ to take ;

» )

tests and that the effetts fade quickly as soon ag the children are removed
from the program); and ‘ . f

'\‘ (2) the hypothésis that early education has a ﬁermanéﬁt effedt on

IQ scores. The evidence seems to indicate that well-run early educatio
C
s programs can-increase a child's ability to perform well on IQ tests and that .
R N L
& » . N .
this increase in skills lasts for several years before it fades.* »
’ ! : S | . . ¢

The effect of early education then,'in terms of skills which are
measurable by 1Q tests; is certainly of far more value «han a temporari

. LIV > .
fluctuation in skill”levels even if, kit should develop that é‘!;e are not

. v ’ M "
L]

»

¢
8

» ¢
.

.- * It should be noted that these increases areﬂprecisely in those years -—
- the primary grades in school % when basic academic skills are taught.

“ - »

“
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Figa?{—e 5: Differences in Mean IQ Sg6res Comparing Program and Control over Time
' -
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Control Group -0 ) ~ T .
e BE .
Mean IQ Scores. IMMEDIATE 1 YEAR AFTER— 3-4 YEARS AFTER
POSTTEST PROGRAM PROGRAM
o N = 1332 N = 1229 ¢ N=921
-, - ' "'
Pooled Significance ) : )
. Levels (two-tailed)* p =<.0000 P =¢.0000 p =<.0000 - p =£.0002
. o e
PROJECTS INCLUDED by TIME PERIODS ( N of SUBJECTS) ¢
. IMMEDIATE Beller 167 ‘Gray £TP 87 Miller 244
POSTTEST: sDeutsch 44 Levenstein 150 Palmer - - ,280
Gordon ) 196 Gray FOHV 43 Weikert Perry 121.
. 1 YEAR AFTER Befler 163 ° Gray FOHV 51 Palmer 255
PROGRAM: Gordon ‘186 ¥ Levenstein 103 Weikart Carnegie 38 .
Gray ETP 82 . M{ller 231 Weikart Perry 120
2 YEARS AFTER Beller 157 Gray FOHV 48 Miller # 221
. PROGRAM: ‘Gordon “~387' Levenstein 109 *  Weikart Perry 119 .
- -, Gray ETP 80 : " <
3-4 YEARS ° Beller 149 Gray ETP 80 Weikart Carnegie 36 ‘
- AFTER PROGRAM:Gordon 179 Miller 203 Weikart Perry 118 -
* When the results arg‘ pobled statistically, the differences between program
. and control chjldren is highly significant at each posttest time period. ¢
T ' < ,
Q R ’
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a permanentjibcrease in intellectual skills. Of: course changes in 'IQ
. J

(or any other index of Social competence) involve a complex interactjon
over time between the potential the individual, brings to the situation at -

“any one point and the -environmental context. 1t is not realistic to éxpect

X

that a relatively brief period of interventtoﬂ would, in and of itself,

result in‘permanent IQ changes, just as a single childhood inbc&}ation

£
v

“qus not produce‘life—long immunity to diseasé;RiThe educational
prcqesses that the child goes through follcwing early interveption are. o

% .
. +

+ - "
undoubtedly cfucial to the maintenance or fading of .earlier gains.

-

”

&

D. Analysis of Schooling Variables from Ycuth Interviews db
- .

i -

. "

,As a part of the follow-up, interviews were administered té“!he

”

children and their parents. Analysis of the interview data will be a |

°

- complex process and had been underway only a short time at the time of

the final report. However, analyseé,to date produced several findings

of relevance to this report

“‘S?Vefal~¥é£iiklff from the Youth Interview provide information on.

“Educat 1 attainment.: Preliminary anatysaes_indicate? -

Ny

--a slight tendency for more control than program children to drop
i
/out oE school, and a trend for control children uno drop out tg. leave
[ / .
school at a younger age than program dropouts; . -
‘A ':(
¢/ —-that the children who participated in earf& education programs
: . ] ] . :
do.net' appear to have educational aspirations that differ from those of

[

+

children who did not participate; -

-Zevidence that program children rate how they feel they are doing

.

in school highe{'than do children who did not participate in early

¥

education programs. This analysf"is discussed below.-

(3
>
©

s
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Enhancement of se f-copcept, a variable.suggested to be related

o educational attainment was often an expressed goal of early inter-

.

vention programs. The following qyestion Qon the\Youth Interview ' was

. N - . 4 '
designedhas a measure of self-evaluation related to current self-concept

’ ‘ N .

- h .
in order to assess an important aspect-of the long-term impact of such

~ -

programs:
«‘L : .‘

"How. are you doing (did you do) #n your schoolwork;
that is, qverall, not just in one subject? Is your
schoolwork. ..much better thad® the othgrs, a lfttle
better than others, about the same as others, a .
little worse than others, much wdrse than athers?"

v\, . N ]

\ +
The responses to this question indicated that, among subjects who

are now at least fifteen years old, program children are significantly
J %
more likely than controls to rate themselves better than others in

.

1 . . {
their gchoolwork .(see Table 2), This program effect appears in the sam-

ple when the 8ubjects reach high school--a tine when decisions' about gdu-
cational goals are critical. The younger children did not shoy this effect,

’ . - - t -
< : L ~
Table 2: Self-evaluation of/gghool Work by Program
or Control Status {older project Bites only) .

*
~

: . .. ’ S
Seé1f rating , % Contrdl _Z+Program
' L1 & \ ;thers * N 33.6 -t 48.§
Aboht the same . — 56.6 - : \‘67:2 .
Worse than others 9.8 — 3.8
’ N of cases 122
x2

- 7.812, p = <.020,
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'sistently positive.

»
.

ehildrqp'from'combinétioﬁ programs.

"

-

/

-
’

N
“

/

“

/
/

<

children from ¢enter-based programs, and 87.8% of the parghts of .

» / - /‘
P . . "2&‘ / . *
" : ' - /( ’ A . { . *
v ) l; L} z ‘ i - . /’ . . . . .
7 \ . . s ] o N .1 . . //g .
i ‘) ) L L] ‘ ! ’ L4
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“ ANALYSIS OF PARENTAL EVALUATIONS " - f
. s . - ',( M , i / o , [ —
‘. ) e . .il/ . / , _” -
4 . N i * ./I/ V§ ! ;\ * ’ * B )
4o A sgcg@oﬁ'of the interviews asked parents of the experimental '
'phlld&en to éﬁgluatg the-ﬁfﬁgrams that their children had attended i
. s 0 .
. . U f . ,
| . ' approximately ten. years earl@ér. The responses of the parents were con-

“ o
.

In answering the question, "Was the program a good thing for.your ) e
A child7" the overwhelmlng maJority angwered "Yes. This is illustrated -

., in Table 3 as 1007 of the parents whose children had been in home- -

‘
~

based programs ‘answered positively, as did 93.4% of «&he parenfs of ‘ K
'

>

.. e L4 . :
’ .~ Tos S ‘ —_—
, Table 3: Responses to Parental Interview Question "Was thée Program
' A Good Thing for Your Chjld?" By Delivery System
- , ~ - n . . .
¥ - N ,
L . ! » N=684°
; P .
Center Home Combination
" Agswer ® N, X N 2 N . %
Yes © 412 93.4 /87 100 137 87.8
No 10 2.3 //;/ 2 1.3.
4+ Don't - :/44’f i .
o . Know - 19 4.3 ] 17 10.9
T v I
C " Total, 441 100 : 89 100 156 100 ’
\\ X2 = 18.055 =<.001 '*
" . i .‘\ f ¢

| % : . ‘ . ,

. \ L ' N //

> » Q: . bl » '_ / ;
. ) B}
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In order to-detérmine the basis of:their judgments about tlie- . . .

. ) Value of "the program, the parents were asked what, they like& best.

N < Overall, the category most often chosen related to the cognitive aspects

of the program, although the answers varied across delivery systems (see '

- . -

F Table 4) . The next most popular areas were program characberistics
which include teacher-child natio, lengfh Gf prograﬁ; marerials, etc.
Other areas also highly approved included the total program, parental

aspects and social aspects of the proérams. ! . .

s ‘
¢ . »
. . .
> o a
Lo .
'

' . ]

— P v -

Table 4: Answers to the Queéstion "What Did You Like Best About

- Additio

Cognitive Aspects
Program Characterisriqe
Social Characte:r;tics
T;tal'Program'

Parentéf Aspects

1 Services

Nothidg

Total .

‘

- the Program Your Child Was In? By Delivery System

N = 605 '
Center Home CombAnation 6§erall Total
N 2 N % N A

134 " 34.3 17‘ ¢20.5 19 4 31.5
85 21.7 29 34.9 135  22.3
80 20.5 2 2.4 11 8.4 93 ' T15.4
——— .
43 11.0 15 18.1 26 183 82  13.5
29 7.4 19 22.9 31 23 7% s 79. 13.0
15 3.8 17 1.2 2 1.5 18 2.9
5 1.3 - 2. ‘1.5 7 1.1
391 83 131 605
"., ¢
<
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N . It is noteworthy that parents did not cHoose benefits to themselves
“ o ! ., - T . "

¢ »

more often than they d;d'direcp Béﬁefi%a to their cﬁaldren. That is,

‘. - s

= they did not view the prog}ahs éimply as good babysittérs or as ways
: . Y. - . .

to free up their own. time.

In order :to obtaihymore critical &valuations of the programs, '

N

. . N - . '
. parents were asked what they did not like and how they would have changed

the_prb%;églto make it better. By a wide margin, most parents responded

. 4

that there was;ﬁot‘anything the¥ dfﬁ/;zgtiike. Over half said that they

= would not change anything about the prggram. The mést common suggestions

Y

concerned changes in the program charactgristics,\such as increases in

the ‘length or frequencj of the prografn. Ct : o

@ ¢

In %umﬁary, the parehts cohsidereq mahy aspects 6f‘the pEogram;
to have.beeh,valuable to théir chilﬂgénée There was 1;tt1e that they
/did not 1ike‘about the‘pfograms, and 1§£§1e'that thethsuld have
changed. Clea:ly,.theée programs we:f:highly successful in obta@ning

parental satisfaction, ' . r" -

] ’ . .
N
. . ‘ " - '
. oy
/
B
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N
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S

A. Conclusions.,

If one accepts all of the assumptions inherent .in the analyses, then -

the following conclusiens seem reasonable:

\‘.
i ' : T ’ - ! ) ~ . /

1) 1Infant and preschool se§vices impréve-yﬁejﬁbi}ity of low income

children to meet the ninimai requirements of tlte schools they
. »

-
T, e~ )

enter. This effect can be manifested in either a ‘reduced
- b probability of being assigned to séecial'education classes or a

reduced probability, of bejng held back in grade. Either

N .

reduction constitutes a sybstantial cost reduction for the
4 . . R s e
{ school system: .

'

2) Low income adolescents vho received.Early education rate their

Y

competence‘in schood higher than compar%ble ‘adolescents who did

T e ' ‘ . .

not have preschool edutation. . ;
<, ’ o <
3) As measured by the Stanford-Binet and the WISC tests preschool

v

programs produce a significant increase in the intellectual

¢ v

fudttioning of low-income children at least during the ctitical

. years of the primary grades in sch001

3

Probably the most important finding is that .low. income cqgidren who
received early education are better able to meet the minimaL requirements

* of their school. Results on IQ tests indicate that this may be due to an

. increase in intellectual skills which lasts through the very.important

primary grades in school. Additionally one might hypothesize that the

A

reduction in rate_of assignment to special education or of being held

oo X - -
] “ - «

hed
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‘"most effective age or lénéth of intervention. "~ However, given the

- =
.

-
3

"back in grade is due in part to increased parental concern ap& competence
- L ] D

[
~

to deal with the schobl siktem - an indirect effect of parental

sensitization by tggvpreschéol experience of their children. This )
h&pothesis is certainly sﬁppdrted byfthé~fact that all of theé projects

. 3 ' .
which found significant effectd on special education.either were home

visiting programs 5r‘had some visiting components. The twa projects which
N .
found significant effects on gYade failurqqpad somewhat lesser degrees of

parentél involvement. At this pointy then, the'evidence does not differ-

4 . ' . '
entiate between the relative contribution to the effects on school per-
» . . : .

” n \ .
formance of increased intellectual skills ig the child-and increased
1 . .
L -

’ R )
education on school performance is now fairly well established, ‘but the

»

mechliism by whiph'it has’ this effect is still' open to cquecthfe.

. e evidence also suggests that, with _respect.to school performance,
* e E4

there is as of now no indication of a "magic age" at which early = /=

intervention: is most Effedtive. Projects havfng‘significant effects.on?

asségnment to special education were Gordon (education from bi?th to

two years of age),.Gray ETP (four and-five‘years of age) and LévenStein
). s - '

(two and three years of age).. Projects having significant effects on

grade failure were 4Palmer (two and thgee years ef agt) aﬁd‘Woolman (fodr’

years of age). Further, programs whigh had éignificént effecfé ranged in

duration from eight months, (Palmer) to up to three yéars (Gordoq).” The
S . a - * .

most that can be said is that, at this point, there is no iﬁdi@ation of a

'S -

relatively small number of programs inbéstigated and the relatively

large number ‘of confounding factors (geographéc region, cohort, school

' - -

L] .

' 36

- , i

. y, . .
-paréntal concern with' the child's learning. The pesitive effect of early -

T .

v

¥
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policy, etc.), if is possible that such magis‘points exist, but. are

e .
not. discoverable without a more rigorous, large scale experiment designed
N p

specifically to answer those questions / ) ' \‘

In sum,’ the most importaat conclusion which has been reached to dane‘l
. from this bodx,of data is that:well—run‘early education programs can in

_ some ‘'way improve, the ability of low income children to meet the require;
- i -

w
- .

ments of their schoolks. » -

_ B. Implications an ecommendations for National Policies and Programs
In exdmining both the statistically significant findings, and the trends .

which appear across theée studies, certain policy implicdtions seemed clear

to us. While further analyses and" other data will be necessary to fully

. . A 3
document these implfcations, we felt it important that they be listed now,
even in their somewhat tentative state.

1. Day Care

These findings indicate that the failure to require a deliberate,
) .

we11 planned curriculum for young children in federqily supported day cd¥e

eq."‘

13

' ~ vy

programs is likely to cost more money in later speciz} educatien expen-

- .

’

ditu:e§ than would. be saved in day care costa. We recommend that the \

3 ’ I3

educational requirement not’ only be restored to the Federal Requirements,

) [}
but should .be made explicit.

Il

2. Program Delegation

-

While it 15 difficult to generalize across all public schools,

) -
in none of the public schools who sponsored preschool programs included

-

/ .
in this study were parents involved as teachers of their own preschool .

children. Neither did they mount home~based services, hor accept

-

children under four years of age. Further -- there are exceprionp -

- u A . .
most public schools have rigidly défined and hfﬁhly“strucQure@,curricufa,
. * i . -

-
s
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. . s ¢ - ©
and the-tzpical supervisory }trugture of a public school does not permit

.

. "
very much leeway _in structure. The tendency to adopt uniform policies ‘
A . ’
Lt . L . :
* and philesophies in districts ﬁitigates against the capacity of many

school districts to be responsive to individual and subpulEural needs in

the way a fifteep-child Head Start site can®®

Until further research data are available, it ‘would seem imprudent

to assign either day care or l}ead Start responsihilities solely to school

districts in general. In‘soge communities the school could be the

optimal .site. But res'pect for individual differences in children suggests

‘that many kinds of auspices are a safer choice thanh is delegatign 'of such *

®orograms to a sipgle ‘type of auspice.*
; 3. Age, Duration anc}"’l‘ype of Curriculum ‘ -

The data in this report do not cYearly indicage that either a

. “particular age, or'a particular length ‘or type of preschool experjence is

, . Fe L ! . )
optimgl fpr’all children. Future analyses of these data may -assist in these

policy areas. ’ . y ! ‘ )
; /
' [T Head Start, ., Il

’

B
\

We ' see thre?major implitations for Head Start programs which flow

-

-from these preschool findings. S k
~, . . N -
, a. A large national random sample of new Head Start enrellees and
their parents (or whole sites).should be identified so that baseline data**
could be collected prior to the progra& experieng; We believe that fears '
. ., - #
» A LI
of re_jection of such data collection at ‘entri' by parents are overblown, .
/‘ 5 thist most parents are accustomed to an in;ake prqcedufe'fo'r pujblic K
- ’ . l ’, *

.

G -

* These experiments were carried out under various auspices ~- public schools,
Head Start Cent€rs, independent agencies and universities. Quality control
may be more impoggant than auspice.’ . '

** We can make suggestions as-to the implementation of this recommendation,

- .38 | ‘ .- ‘ f.

»
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services. WitRout such baselines and an init#ally tight research design, ‘ -

* » ® .o
. ) . -
later evaluations of typical Heall Start programs are not possible.
b. A careful review of the extent to which structured curricula ]’
. 4 . : —
. ) ; ‘ oo < ,
are actudlly being used in Head Start programs should be carried’eut. Further

steps méy degd to be taken to insure that deliberate learning gQ‘ls'afe ¢
- ~ w - ) N %‘ -

idgntified and teaching st%ategfes implemented.

o
~ - .

~

c. The establishment of ?CC‘E ds a dememstration program a decade
- e ‘e . o
.. -/ . Y
. ago, and of Home Start/ some seven years ago, may have been necegsary to try

e

thos& ideas out. Tg/keep.these serviyps separated from."regular¥ (i.e.,
/ i
. ‘ - .

center-based) HiaQ/Start operations ems no longer justified. The

¢ ‘ ; _ .
evidence sqggeéts that all®Head Starts be encouraged to Edopt PCC and

o . . a ‘
Home-Start services (and age groups) as parbt of their ;egulaf programs, - \J/D

= 4 -

. to obtain the benefits of earlier and mixed-locus intervention. The

separate PCC's .and Home Start Qenters'codid be converted into training

sites_during <the pefiad of introdhption‘of their service;—zatn.ﬁeéd.,‘ .
. ¢ - . :
Start programs, apd then could be .expanded in scope to becoméf"reguiar"

Al . -2
Head Starts. - . . v //,i .

Fs Fin?ily, and recognizing the sqif—sifving.nagurb of this recommendation,‘ g .
we think that this study provides ; reason why Heqd'Start ;eégagch funds )

. - ~ ‘ - : , .
should be increased} with a;greater portion of tﬁosé funds reserved fo; . .
investigator-designed rather than contract-designed stﬁdies. i 4

-




